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adopter, but not to his collateral relatives, this limitation, then,
has to be recognized in the state of inheritance. Where, how-
ever, adopted children are placed in second rank, to favor
the legitimate issue primarily entitled, the limitation con-
cerns the hereditary right.83
It is submitted that the courts are facing an impossible task
with this method. It suffices to observe what distinctions,
verbal interpretations, and inferences a modern author has felt
obligated to propose, "in order to decide whether a right as-
serted by a claimant should be treated as one which flows from
status, if at all, or as one which is given irrespective of the exist-
ence or non-existence of status."84 More appropriately, it
has been repeatedly asserted that statutes of adoption and stat-
utes of inheritance of the same state must be read together.
In fact, the entire effect of adoption is either defined at one
place in the laws, namely, in the chapter on adoption, or has
to be deduced from both categories of statutory provisions
taken together. Usually, there is neither any legislative in-
tention nor any sound reason for presuming by interpretation,
that one group of provisions should govern only domestic
adoptions and the other foreign adoptions, or that one group
should prevail in the domestic courts only and the other have
extraterritorial effect. Nor is it the task of these internal pro-
visions to make such distinctions. It is up to the law of conflicts
to find the solution. As has been contended above, the entire
legislation of the state of adoption defines the effects to be
recognized.
(d) Two practical considerations may guide us. On the one
hand, it is inadmissible that an adopter could change the effect
of an adoption by changing his domicil. He would be able to
do just that, if the statute of distribution at his last domicil
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